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errors derived from the French edition (e.g. Figure 7.3, page 188 has 
been redrawn to include the original errors in which equal segments 
and equal arcs are not drawn to be equal, the use of “transposition” 
for “superposition,” and non-English spellings such as “Khovarizmi” 
and “Aboul Wefa”) , and miscellaneous errors (e.g. where Fermat wrote 
the verbal equivalent of BA~+DA=Z~, the French edition wrote 
bx'+dx=c and the English version has b2+d=c). 
Historically, onewonderswhence came the interpretation of the 
area of a circle in Problem 50 of the Rhind Papyrus. The formula 
reproduced from the French is (l-1/9)d x d-l/9(1-1/9)dxd, but 
(d-l/9dj2 seems to contain the essence of the papyrus as well as 
to be closer to explainable Egyptian thought processes. In dis- 
cussing Euclid’s treatment of regular polygons the book correctly 
states that the side of the 15-gon can be determined by taking one 
half the difference between the arcs subtended by the sides of an 
inscribed equilateral triangle and a pentagon. However, Euclid’s 
construction determined the side of the quindecagon by taking the 
triangle’s arc from twice the pentagon’s. 
As the paperback format and low price suggest, the paper is 
cheap and the type is small, especially on the pages giving ex- 
tended extracts from the original sources. However, the errors are 
really minor and only a few will trouble even unsophisticated 
readers ; the writing and translation are, in general, well done; 
the consistently followed efforts to show continuity in development 
and the search for principles in response to criticisms (e.g. by 
Clairaut for algebra, d’Alembert for the calculus) are commendable 
and better displayed than in many histories--especially at this 
elementary level. As a text the book is readable and stimulating 
It is limited in its coverage, but so are many potential students. 
It lacks problems, suggestions for further reading, and bibliographies 
to which students might be referred, but these are easily supplied 
and both students and moresophisticated mathematicians alike will 
enjoy and profit from reading it. 
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The selection of an appropriate title for any book is dif- 
ficult. Too general a title may misinform; a too specific one may 
turn the reader aside. This title is too general. Better, as 
suggested in the author’s preface and implied in his final sentence, 
would be Topics ofspecialinterest in the history of mathematics. 
The “topics” are the origin of numeral systems, methods in arithmetic, 
origins and some development of algebra, geometry, trigonometry, 
analytic geometry, calculus and number theory, and a glimpse at 
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modern (in the historical sense) mathematics. The “special 
interest” is, first of all, for the author (his final sentence, 
again!) and, secondly, for collegiate undergraduates with a 
good background in college preparatory mathematics. 
From a broad viewpoint, the plan of the book is chronological. 
Introduced by entertaining cartoons, each chapter is followed 
by a set of problems which further the development of the text. 
References at the end of each chapter could have been improved 
by adding the relevant page numbers to the sources (was this 
an omission by the publisher?). Four appendices, an adequate 
bibliography in English language sources, and an index complete 
the format. 
The appendices deserve additional remarks. The first two, 
suggestions for further reading and projects, offer good advice 
to the student seeking enrichment and activity. The third appen- 
dix puts in one place a guide to pronunciation of names (which 
the author did not follow on page 2, for Ahmes). The last gives 
answers to select problems, which might well have been enlarged 
upon with hints toward solutions for weaker students. 
There are three points, however, which disturb me: the author’s 
writing style, his choice of sources, and several serious inac- 
curacies. The text reads like lecture notes hastily wrapped in 
narrative style. His ambiguous use of “we” (sometimes himself 
and other times inclusive of his readers) betrays haste and a 
lack of polish. Without apparent reason he frequently states that 
he will not give proofs or solutions of textual material. More 
frequently he omits sources of problems or solutions which are 
easily at hand in his stated sources. Finally, his choice of 
some sources is open to question. Specifically, to rely heavily 
upon E. T. Bell’s Men of mathematics for non-mathematical informa- 
tion about Descartes, Euler, and Weierstrass is fantasy, not 
history. For instance , “Descartes discounted his formal education, 
reasoning that learning by experience was the more valuable 
process” (p. 164). This generalization hardly leads to “cogito, 
ergo sum. ‘I 
The author’s omissions, imprecisions and misconceptions, are 
far more serious. Why could he not have told the reader that it 
was a certain Professor Hermes who “spent years constructing the 
next prime-sided polygon which has over 65,000 sides!” (p. 43). 
The Egyptians did not have “only the concept of a unit fraction” 
(P. 5), as anyone who has studied the Rhind Papyrus knows. 
Socrates did not teach an uneducated slave how to double the area 
of a square (p. 27); rather he was demonstrating the existence 
of innate ideas. Zeno’s paradoxes were not considered “amusing” 
(P. 35), as his source, Szabo, makes quite clear. To write that 
Eudoxus ’ contribution to Greek mathematics was “how to work with 
ratios of magnitudes correctly” (p. 45) is quite imprecise; 
Eudoxus explained how to work with ratios of incommensurables. 
The solution of a problem chosen from Regiomontanus “On Triangles” 
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(p. 131) is so ineptly abbreviated by Gittleman as to be incom- 
prehensible. The author ignores the fact that De Moivre, not 
Gauss, created the normal distribution (p. 207). Gittleman’s 
complete misunderstanding of classical Greek analysis and synthesis 
(pp. 164-165) is most disturbing. Contrary to his statements 
which he paraphrases from Descartes’ Geometry, the Greeks 
employed the method of analysis extensively, as Heron, Pappus, and 
Proclus testify. Moreover, synthesis is not a “check” on reason- 
ing; it is a method of proof. His nonmathematical historical 
inaccuracies are left to other reviewers. 
The need the author seeks to fill, additional texts (view- 
points) on the history of mathematics for undergraduates, is real. 
At the moment, there are not half-a-dozen texts at once historically 
correct and pedagogically useful. The task of writing such a 
history of mathematics is akin to finding the centroid of a 
scalene triangle by approximation. The writer must establish 
a balance between intended readers, the mathematics and mathe- 
maticians under discussion, and the amount of attention focused 
on these latter. Such a balance was not realized by our author. 
It is hoped that a second edition will relieve the concerns 
expressed in this review. 
